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Abstract— In this work, an adaptive predictive control
scheme for linear systems with unknown parameters and
bounded additive disturbances is proposed. In contrast to
related adaptive control approaches that robustly consider
the parametric uncertainty, the proposed method handles all
uncertainties stochastically by employing an online adaptive
sampling-based approximation of chance constraints. The ap-
proach requires initial data in the form of a short input-output
trajectory and distributional knowledge of the disturbances.
This prior knowledge is used to construct an initial set of data-
consistent system parameters and a distribution that allows
for sample generation. As new data stream in online, the set
of consistent system parameters is adapted by exploiting set
membership identification. Consequently, chance constraints
are deterministically approximated using a probabilistic scaling
approach by sampling from the set of system parameters. In
combination with a robust constraint on the first predicted step,
recursive feasibility of the proposed predictive controller and
closed-loop constraint satisfaction are guaranteed. A numerical
example demonstrates the efficacy of the proposed method.

I. INTRODUCTION

Model predictive control (MPC) is widely regarded as the
state-of-the-art method in performance-oriented control of
constrained dynamical systems. As modern systems become
more complex and sensors more abundant, designing pre-
dictive controllers from measurement data is becoming in-
creasingly appealing. For linear time-invariant (LTI) systems,
predictive controllers may be constructed directly from data
by representing all possible future finite-time input-output
trajectories as linear combinations of available input-output
data trajectories [1], [2], [3]. If the LTI system is subject to
disturbances, stochastic predictive control promises efficient
control with user-specified chance constraints that enable a
trade-off between performance and safety. Stochastic data-
driven predictive control schemes as in [4], [5] come with
guarantees of recursive feasibility and chance constraint
satisfaction, but rely on exact data in the sense that an input-
output-disturbance trajectory needs to be available. If the
disturbance trajectory is unknown, considering all possible
disturbance sequences that are consistent with the available
input-output data, akin to a set membership identification
(SMI) perspective, leads to a family of data-consistent pre-
dictors from which samples enable control design [6].

However, there is still a conceptual drawback inherent to
the approaches above, in which data are treated as something
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that is available only offline to facilitate design. Online,
during the control phase, outputs are repeatedly measured,
used for control, and then discarded. In the presence of
process noise, it is not immediately obvious how online data
may be incorporated to improve control performance of the
above-mentioned data-driven control schemes. In contrast,
SMI suggests that online improvements are possible in prin-
ciple, as the set of consistent system parameters shrinks and
converges to a singleton given tight disturbance bounds and
sufficiently rich inputs [7]. The idea of SMI is not novel in
the data-driven literature, e.g., it is used in the robust design
of controllers from noisy data [8] and implicit in the data-
informativity framework [9]. However, SMI has not yet been
exploited for online updates of constraints and predictors in
data-driven predictive control.

In the MPC literature, the idea of updating a set of model
parameters and adapting constraints or predictors appropri-
ately goes far back [10], [11] and is often referred to as
adaptive MPC. For LTI systems subject to parametric model
uncertainty, [12] presents an adaptive robust MPC scheme.
By integrating the set of consistent system parameters and the
adaptation of tubes into one single optimization problem, the
computational load of online updates is kept small. In [13],
an additional condition on the predicted input sequence in the
optimal control problem (OCP) guarantees persistent excita-
tion and, thereby, convergence to the true system parameters.
In the presence of chance constraints and probabilistic dis-
turbances, [14] presents an adaptive stochastic MPC scheme
for systems subject to a bounded time-varying offset — a
setting related to parametric model uncertainty — where the
domain of the unknown offset is iteratively refined online and
treated robustly. In [15], an adaptive stochastic MPC scheme
is proposed for a setting with parametric model uncertainty.
The parametric uncertainty is treated robustly by constructing
homothetic tubes along the prediction horizon, while the
additive disturbance is treated probabilistically based on ro-
bustified probabilistic reachable sets. Nevertheless, the robust
treatment of parametric uncertainty might result in overly
conservative control.

As stochastic handling of parametric uncertainty is gen-
erally challenging due to complex uncertainty propaga-
tion, sampling-based approaches offer a simple remedy. A
sampling-based predictive control scheme is presented in
[16], based on the offline uncertainty sampling approach of
[17] for the deterministic reformulation of the chance con-
straints. In [18], the computational efficiency was improved
by considering inner-approximations of the chance constraint
set found through scaling of fixed complexity sets. However,
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possible adaptation of the controller using newly obtained
measurement data during control is not considered.

Contribution: In this work, we develop an adaptive
stochastic predictive control algorithm for LTI systems with
unknown system parameters subject to bounded additive
disturbances. Based on input-output trajectory data, the key
idea is to map the probability distribution and bounds of the
unknown disturbances to a probability distribution over the
system parameters that are consistent with the available data.
This allows for deterministic approximation of the imposed
chance constraints on the output with high confidence by
employing a sampling-based probabilistic scaling approach
[19] using samples of consistent system parameters and
possible future disturbances. Online, as new input-output
data become available, we use SMI to iteratively adapt the
support of the probability distribution over consistent system
parameters for sample generation. This leads to a reduction
of model uncertainty and thus allows for increased con-
trol performance during closed-loop operation by rescaling
the previously approximated chance constraints. A robust
constraint on the first predicted step enables guarantees of
recursive feasibility and closed-loop constraint satisfaction
despite the adaptation scheme. In contrast to related adaptive
control approaches (e.g., [15]), the proposed sampling-based
approach handles all uncertainties stochastically.

Organization: In Section II, we introduce the problem
setup and preliminaries on sampling-based approximation of
chance constraints. The design steps for the proposed con-
troller and its theoretical guarantees are given in Section III.
Section IV provides a numerical evaluation of the proposed
controller, before we conclude the work in Section V.

Notation: We write 0m×n for a zero matrix of dimension
m × n and In for the identity matrix of dimension n × n.
When the dimension is clear from the context, we omit the
index. With 1n ∈ Rn, we denote a column-vector of all ones.
We abbreviate the set of integers {a, . . . , b} by Nb

a. The
Moore-Penrose pseudo-rightinverse of a matrix S is defined
as S† := S⊤ (

SS⊤)−1
. The probability measure and the

expectation operator conditioned on the measurements at
time step k are denoted by Pr [·] and E [·], respectively. With
S1 ⊗ S2, we denote the Kronecker product of the matrices
S1, S2. By col (sa, . . . , sb) :=

[
s⊤a · · · s⊤b

]⊤
, we denote

the result from stacking the vectors/matrices sa, . . . , sb. For
a matrix S, we define the weighted 2-norm of the vector
s as ∥s∥S :=

√
s⊤Ss. We write yi|k for the predicted

output i steps ahead of time step k. For any sets S1,S2,
we write the Minkowski set addition as S1⊕S2 = {s1+s2 |
s1 ∈ S1, s2 ∈ S2} and the Pontryagin set difference as
S1 ⊖ S2 = {s1 ∈ S1 | s1 + s2 ∈ S1, ∀s2 ∈ S2}. Positive
definiteness is denoted by S ≻ 0. We denote the ceil-
function as ⌈·⌉, and we write [s]a for the a-th element of
the vector s. Lastly, the operator “≤” applies element-wise.

II. PROBLEM SETUP AND PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we present the problem setup and introduce
the sampling-based approach for deterministic approximation
of chance constraints as given in [19].

A. Problem Setup

We consider a discrete-time LTI system of the form

xk+1 = Axk +Buk +Edk, (1a)
yk = Cxk +Duk + dk, (1b)

with state xk ∈ Rn, output yk ∈ Rp, input uk ∈ Rm,
additive disturbance dk ∈ Rp. The system matrices A, B,
C, D, E are unknown, and measurements of the state xk

and disturbance dk cannot be obtained. However, system (1)
satisfies the following assumption.

Assumption 1 (System properties) System (1) is control-
lable and observable, and an upper bound Tp ≥ lag (A,C)
is known, with lag (A,C) being the smallest natural number
j ≤ n for which col

(
C,CA, . . . ,CAj−1

)
has rank n.

Moreover, the input-output behavior of system (1) is rep-
resentable by the stabilizable and detectable dynamics

ξk+1 = Ãξk + B̃uk + Ẽdk, (2a)
yk = Φξk +Ψuk + dk, (2b)

with the (not necessarily minimal) extended state ξk given as

ξk :=

[
col

(
uk−Tp , . . . , uk−1

)
col

(
yk−Tp

, . . . , yk−1

)] ∈ Rnξ , nξ := (m+ p)Tp,

(3)
and the system matrices Ã := col

(
Ā, Φ

)
, B̃ :=

col
(
B̄, Ψ

)
, Ẽ := col (0, Ip) for some Φ and Ψ, where

Ā :=

0 I(Tp−1)m 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 I(Tp−1)p

 , B̄ :=

 0
Im
0

 . (4)

System (1) is subject to probabilistic output and hard input
constraints for all time steps k ≥ 0, given as

Pr [yk ∈ Y] ≥ 1− ε, Y = {y ∈ Rp | Gy y ≤ gy } , (5a)
uk ∈ U, U = {u ∈ Rm | Guu ≤ gu } , (5b)

where Y and U are compact sets containing the origin, and
ε ∈ (0, 1) is the risk parameter. Moreover, the disturbance
dk satisfies the following assumption.

Assumption 2 (Disturbance bounds and distribution)
The disturbance d is the realization of a zero-mean random
variable that is independent and identically distributed (iid)
according to a known probability density function fd(·),
with known compact polytopic support set

D = {d ∈ Rp | Gdd ≤ gd } . (6)

This paper aims to design an adaptive output-feedback pre-
dictive control scheme for system (1). Given user-specified
weighting matrices Q, R ≻ 0, tracking references yref

k , uref
k

for all k ≥ 0, and prediction horizon Tf ≥ 1, the proposed
controller aims to minimize the expected finite horizon cost

J := E

[
Tf−1∑
l=0

(∥∥yl|k − yref
k+l

∥∥2
Q
+
∥∥ul|k − uref

k+l

∥∥2
R

)]
(7)



in a receding horizon fashion while guaranteeing satisfaction
of output chance constraints (5a) and input constraints (5b).
Note that terminal costs and constraints are intentionally left
out, as a stability analysis is out of the scope of this work.

Since the system matrices in (1) and (2) are unknown in
our problem setting, we assume to instead have access to an
initial input-output data trajectory, collected offline before the
control phase. This assumption is specified in more detail in
Section III. Furthermore, newly retrieved input-output data
during control is used to adapt the controller.

For tractability of the proposed predictive control scheme,
the chance constraints (5a) need to be reformulated into
a deterministic expression. As the true system parame-
ters are unknown, an exact reformulation is impossible. In
Section III, the input-output data, disturbance bounds, and
disturbance distribution will yield a probability distribution
over system parameters with bounded support. In turn, this
enables a sampling-based probabilistic scaling approach [19]
for an inner-approximation of the true chance constraint set.
Since the resulting approximating sets can be easily rescaled
online, this approach allows for an efficient online adapta-
tion of the chance constraint approximation during control.
The following subsection briefly presents this probabilistic
scaling approach; for a broader discussion, we refer to [19].

B. Probabilistic Scaling
Consider a general joint chance constraint

Pr [Gζ(w)ζ ≤ gζ(w)] ≥ 1−ε where ζ is the (deterministic)
decision variable, and Gζ(w) ∈ Rnc×nζ , gζ(w) ∈ Rnc

are constraint parameters that depend on the realization
w ∈ Rnw of a multivariate random variable. The
corresponding ε-chance constraint set (ε-CSS) is defined as

ZP = {ζ ∈ Rnζ | Pr [Gζ(w)ζ ≤ gζ(w)] ≥ 1− ε} . (8)

The goal of the probabilistic scaling approach is to determine
a deterministic inner-approximation ZS of the ε-CCS (8) by
using NS iid uncertainty samples w(i), i ∈ NNS

1 , yielding
Pr

[
ZS ⊆ ZP

]
≥ 1− β with a desired, user-chosen level of

confidence β. The idea of the approach is to approximate the
ε-CSS (8) by probabilistically scaling a pre-defined scalable
simple approximating set (SAS) of fixed complexity, i.e.,

ZS(σ) := {ζc} ⊕ σZSAS, (9)

with center ζc, shape ZSAS, and scaling factor σ ≥ 0. The
scaling factor σ of the SAS ZS for a single sample w̄ of the
uncertainty w is specified as follows.

Definition 1 (Scaling Factor [19]) For a given sample w̄
and an SAS ZS(σ) with center ζc and shape ZSAS, the
scaling factor σ(w̄) ≥ 0 of ZS(σ) relative to w̄ is defined as

σ(w̄) :=

{
max

ZS(σ)⊆Z(w̄)
σ if ζc ∈ Z(w̄)

0 otherwise,
(10)

with Z(w̄) := {ζ ∈ Rnζ | Gζ(w̄)ζ ≤ gζ(w̄)}.

The following proposition provides means of obtaining an
optimal scaling factor σ∗ such that Pr

[
ZS(σ∗) ⊆ ZP

]
≥ 1−

β with confidence β, based on samples of the uncertainty w.

Proposition 1 (Probabilistic Scaling of SAS [19]) For a
given candidate SAS ZS(σ) with center ζc ∈ ZP, risk
parameter ε ∈ (0, 1), and confidence β ∈ (0, 1), let the
sample complexity NS be chosen as NS ≥ NPS(ε, β), with

NPS(ε, β) :=

(
1 +
√
3
)2

ε
ln

1

β
. (11)

Furthermore, for NS iid uncertainty samples w(i), i ∈ NNS
1 ,

let σ := col
(
σ
(
w(1)

)
, . . . , σ

(
w(NS)

))
be the vector of

scaling factors. Then, Pr
[
ZS(σ∗) ⊆ ZP

]
≥ 1 − β holds if

σ∗ is the ⌈ εNS

2 ⌉-th smallest entry of σ.

The complexity of the inner-approximation ZS(σ∗) is fully
determined by the shape ZSAS. To apply Proposition 1, the
optimization in (10) needs to be solved for NS samples,
which can be parallelized. For polytopic SASs, this opti-
mization can be solved efficiently via linear programming.

III. ADAPTIVE STOCHASTIC PREDICTIVE CONTROL

In order to control system (1) without access to state
measurements, we consider the equivalent representation (2)
based on the artifical extended state ξk which is defined
by past inputs and outputs, see (3). Together with the
unknown system parameters Φ, Ψ, the unknown future
disturbance realizations df,k := col (dk, . . . , dk+Tf−1) form
the uncertainty w := {Φ, Ψ, df,k} which needs to be taken
into account when formulating the OCP of the proposed
predictive controller. As common in robust and stochastic
predictive control, we parameterize the control input as

uk = vk +Kξk, (12)

where vk is the input correction term determined by the
controller, and K is a stabilizing extended state feedback
gain. Such feedback gains can be directly computed from
the available input-output data by solving data-dependent
linear matrix inequalities, e.g., see [20]. The conceptual OCP
associated with the proposed predictive controller then reads

minimize
vf,k

J (ξk, vf,k) (13a)

s.t. ∀ l ∈ NTf−1
0 :

yl|k = My
l (w) col (ξk, vf,k) +my

l (w) , (13b)
ul|k = Mu

l (w) col (ξk, vf,k) +mu
l (w) , (13c)

Pr
[
yl|k ∈ Y

]
≥ 1− ε, (13d)

ul|k ∈ U, (13e)

where vf,k := col
(
v0|k, . . . , vTf−1|k

)
is the vector of

predicted input correction terms and My
l , my

l , Mu
l , mu

l

are predictor parameters defined in the Appendix.
The OCP (13) is intractable due to the probabilistic chance

constraint (13d) and the uncertainty w = {Φ, Ψ, df,k}.
We address this problem by proposing a sampling-based
reformulation of the OCP (13). This reformulation is com-
bined with an adaptive set-membership approach that reduces
uncertainty in Φ, Ψ online. Since the disturbance distribution
is known by Assumption 2, sampling future disturbance



realizations df,k is straightforward. In the next section, we
show how recorded input-output data map the disturbance
distribution to a distribution over consistent system parame-
ters from which we can then draw samples of Φ, Ψ.

A. System Data and Adaptive Set of System Matrices

The initially available input-output data trajectory needs
to satisfy the following assumption.

Assumption 3 (Initial data) An input-output trajectory
generated by system (1) of length T + Tp is available
and yields data matrices Hu :=

[
ud
1 · · · ud

T

]
,

Hy :=
[
yd
1 · · · yd

T

]
, and Hξ :=

[
ξd1 · · · ξdT

]
where Hξ,u := col (Hξ, Hu) has full row-rank.

Remark 1 For sufficiently large disturbance levels, full row-
rank of Hξ,u is not restrictive since appropriate inputs Hu

can be chosen and the extended state data Hξ are perturbed
by iid random disturbances. For small disturbance levels and
thus nearly singular Hξ,u, full row-rank can be guaranteed
by appropriate design of an alternative extended state [21].

Since the data originate from system (1), they satisfy

Hy = ΦHξ +ΨHu +Hd, (14)

with unknown system parameters Φ, Ψ and unknown distur-
bance data matrix Hd :=

[
dd
1 · · · dd

T

]
. By Assumption 2,

every column of the unknown data matrix Hd lies within
the bounds (6), i.e., Hd satisfies GdHd ≤ 1⊤

T ⊗gd. Exploit-
ing (14) yields a set A0 of system parameters consistent with
the given data (including the true system parameters):

A0 :=
{[
Φ Ψ

] ∣∣ −Gd

[
Φ Ψ

]
Hξ,u ≤ GA

}
. (15)

Here, the right-hand-side of the inequality depends on the
disturbance bounds and the output data as GA := 1⊤

T ⊗
gd − GdHy . Since Hξ,u has full row-rank, A0 inherits
compactness from the disturbance bounds (6).

Additional data will further constrain the set of system
parameters. Starting from the initial set A0, we employ a
set membership update using newly retrieved data during
online operation of the proposed control scheme. That is, the
system parameter set Ak+1 at the next time step is retrieved
by intersection of the current set Ak with the set ∆k of
parameters consistent with the newly observed data (uk,yk)
at time step k ≥ 0, i.e., Ak+1 = Ak ∩∆k with

∆k :=

{[
Φ Ψ

] ∣∣∣∣−Gd

[
Φ Ψ

] [ξk
uk

]
≤ gd −Gdyk

}
.

(16)
Although (16) is generally unbounded, Ak is bounded due to
the properties of the initial set (15). Furthermore, since Ak

is a compact polytopic set, it can be described as a convex
hull over its Nv,k vertices

[
Φk,j Ψk,j

]
, i.e.,

Ak := conv
({[

Φk,j Ψk,j

]}Nv,k

j=1

)
. (17)

At each time step, Ak represents the support set of the
probability distribution over system parameters. In order to

derive this probability distribution over Ak, we introduce an
affine map from the disturbance data to the system matrices.
Since Hξ,u has full row-rank, there exists a selection matrix
Ω ∈ RT×(nξ+m) such that H̃ξ,u := Hξ,uΩ is square and
invertible. The matrix Ω selects nξ + m columns of Hξ,u

that yield full rank. By [6, Proposition 2], the unknown
disturbance data matrix Hd can be fully parameterized by
nξ +m of its columns, i.e., H̃d := HdΩ, and the available
data. Consequently, an invertible mapping from H̃d to the
unknown system parameters

[
Φ Ψ

]
is obtained as[

Φ Ψ
]
= HyΩH̃−1

ξ,u − H̃dH̃
−1
ξ,u. (18)

Now, let f̃d denote the extension of the disturbance dis-
tribution fd from Assumption 2 to the distribution of the
matrix of nξ + m disturbances H̃d, where the support
of H̃d considers the data-dependent bounds Ak via (18),
cf. [6]. The transformation (18) then yields the corresponding
distribution over the system matrices as

fA
([
Φ Ψ

])
:= |det H̃ξ,u| f̃d

(
HyΩ−

[
Φ Ψ

]
H̃ξ,u

)
.

(19)
Note that the distribution fA is adapted online only via the
adaptive support set Ak; updating the parameterization (18)
with new data is not required. Distribution (19) allows for
drawing samples of the uncertain system parameters Φ, Ψ
within the bounds Ak (e.g., via rejection sampling [22]).
Such samples are used in the following to approximate the
chance constraints (13d) at every time step k.

B. Constraint Sampling

In order to render OCP (13) tractable, we subsequently
describe how to deterministically approximate the chance
constraint (13d) to a user-specified level of confidence via
sampling-based probabilistic scaling (see Section II-B). In
our setting, the extended state ξk and the sequence of future
correction inputs vf,k from (13) will act as the deterministic
decision variables for the approximation (as ζ in Sec. II-B),
whereas the system parameters Φ, Ψ and future disturbances
df,k take the role of the uncertainty w.

Let us define the ε-CCS for the predicted outputs yl|k at
time step k for all l ∈ NTf−1

0 in the prediction horizon as

YP
k,l =

{[
ξk
vf,k

] ∣∣∣∣ Pr
[
yl|k ∈ Y

]
≥ 1− ε

}
. (20)

Note that yl|k is related to col (ξk, vf,k) via the pre-
dictor (13b). The goal of the sampling-based approach
is to determine a deterministic inner-approximation Ỹk,l

of the ε-CCS (20) by using NS iid samples w(i) :={
Φ(i), Ψ(i), d

(i)
f,k

}
, i ∈ NNS

1 , of the uncertainty. More

formally, for every time step k the inner-approximation Ỹk,l

must satisfy Pr
[
Ỹk,l ⊆ YP

k,l

]
≥ 1− β with confidence β.

As discussed in Section II-B, the probabilistic scal-
ing approach following Proposition 1 allows for a de-
terministic approximation of the ε-CCS in (20) with a
pre-defined level of confidence β using a scalable SAS
YS

l (σk,l) := {cl} ⊕ σk,l

(
YSAS

l ⊖ {cl}
)
, l ∈ NTf−1

0 , where



cl is a center (e.g., Chebyshev or geometric center) of
the SAS shape YSAS

l . A natural candidate for the SAS
shape YSAS

l is obtained by sampling ÑS uncertainties
w̃(i) for design and constructing the polytope YSAS

l :={
col (ξk, vf,k)

∣∣∣ G̃y
l col (ξk, vf,k) ≤ 1ÑS

⊗ gy − g̃y
l

}
, with

G̃y
l = col

(
GyM

y
l

(
w̃(1)

)
, . . . , GyM

y
l

(
w̃(ÑS)

))
,

g̃y
l = col

(
Gym

y
l

(
w̃(1)

)
, . . . , Gym

y
l

(
w̃(ÑS)

))
,

using the output constraint parameters Gy , gy from (5a).
The ε-CSS approximation performed at every time step k

is summarized in Algorithm 1. After the SAS YSAS
l is de-

termined offline before the control phase, the approximating
set Ỹk,l := YS

l (σ
∗
k,l) is adapted online by redetermining the

probabilistic scaling factors σ∗
k,l based on sampled system

parameters from (19) with updated support Ak. As samples
are drawn at random, it might occur that σ∗

k results smaller
than σ∗

k−1, which would lead to contracting constraint sets
and introduce unnecessary conservatism. As a remedy, we
require σ∗

k,l ≥ σ∗
k−1,l and thereby guarantee that constraints

can only relax, i.e., Ỹk−1,l ⊆ Ỹk,l.

Algorithm 1 ε-CSS Approximation (cf. Proposition 1)

Require: Scalable SAS YS
l (σk,l) for l ∈ NTf−1

0 , risk param-
eter ε ∈ (0, 1), confidence β ∈ (0, 1).

1: Draw NS ≥ NPS(ε, β) iid uncertainty samples w(i),
i ∈ NNS

1 , considering the system parameter bounds Ak.
2: for l ∈ NTf−1

1 do
3: Determine the scaling factors σ

(
w(i)

)
, i ∈ NNS

1 via
Definition 1.

4: Set σ∗
k,l as the ⌈ εNS

2 ⌉-th smallest scaling factor.
5: If k ≥ 1 and σ∗

k,l < σ∗
k−1,l: set σ∗

k,l ← σ∗
k−1,l.

6: Construct the approximating set Ỹk,l := YS
l (σ

∗
k,l).

7: end for

Due to the input parameterization (12), uncertainty is also
introduced into the predicted inputs ul|k for l ∈ NTf−1

1 . In
order to accommodate this uncertainty, we approximate the
hard input constraints (13e) in the prediction horizon anal-
ogously to the output chance constraints by defining a new
risk parameter εu and confidence level βu, yielding polytopic
constraint sets Ũk,l for l ∈ NTf−1

0 , where Ũk,0 is such that the
hard constraints U hold for the input that is actually applied,
i.e., v0|k +Kξk ∈ U. Analogously to the output constraint
sampling, this approximation is accomplished using the input
predictor (13c). In order to conclude the constraint sampling,
we define the aggregate constraint set for time step k as the
intersection of the sampled input and output constraints Ũk,l,
Ỹk,l for all predicted steps l ∈ NTf−1

0 , i.e.,

Ck :=

Tf−1⋂
l=0

Ũk,l ∩ Ỹk,l (21)

Note that Ck ⊆ Ck+1 by design (see Algorithm 1, Step 5).
To render the control scheme recursively feasible, we

construct an additional constraint CR
k on the first predicted

step as proposed by [17]; we refer to [5] for a more detailed
discussion. Let CTf ,k denote the set of feasible initial ex-
tended states and first inputs, obtained by projection of (21):

CTf ,k :=

{[
ξk
v0|k

] ∣∣∣∣ ∃v1|k, . . . , vTf−1|k ∈ Rm :
col (ξk, vf,k) ∈ Ck

}
. (22)

Based on the matrix vertices Ãcl,k,j := Ãk,j + B̃k,jK, j ∈
NNv,k

1 constructed from (17) and (4), and the disturbance
bound D from (6), we determine a robust control invariant
(RCI) set for system (2) with col

(
ξk, v0|k

)
∈ CTf ,k of the

form C∞
ξ,k :=

{
ξ ∈ Rnξ

∣∣∣ G∞
ξ,kξ ≤ g∞

ξ,k

}
. For appropriate

algorithms to determine C∞
ξ,k, we refer to [23, Section 5.3].

Finally, the first-step constraint set is constructed as

CR
k :=

{[
ξk
vf,k

] ∣∣∣∣∣ ∀d ∈ D, j ∈ NNv,k
1 :

Ãcl,k,jξk + B̃k,jv0|k + Ẽd ∈ C∞
ξ,k

}
.

(23)
The constraint set for the predictive controller at time step

k is thus given as Ck ∩CR
k . For initial feasibility, this inter-

section must be non-empty, i.e., the bounds in Assumptions 2
must be suitably tight, as large disturbance bounds likely lead
to an empty intersection Ck of the sampled constraint sets.

C. Reformulation of the Cost Function

Besides the constraints, also the cost function (7) needs to
be deterministically approximated. We do so by sample aver-
age approximation [24] based on the predictors (13b), (13c):
Given an uncertainty sample w(i) and the associated input
and output predictions u

(i)
f,k, y(i)

f,k, the corresponding cost is

J (i) =
∥∥∥y(i)

f,k − yref
k

∥∥∥2
Q̃
+

∥∥∥u(i)
f,k − uref

k

∥∥∥2
R̃
, (24)

where yref
k

:= col
(
yref
k , . . . , yref

k+Tf−1

)
, uref

k :=

col
(
uref
k , . . . , uref

k+Tf−1

)
, Q̃ := ITf

⊗Q, and R̃ := ITf
⊗R.

By expressing predicted inputs and outputs in terms of
the deterministic initial extended state ξk and predicted
correction inputs vf,k via the predictors (13b), (13c), the
sampled cost can be reformulated as

J (i) =

∥∥∥∥[ ξk
vf,k

]∥∥∥∥2
Q

(i)
S

+ 2q
(i)
S,k

⊤
[
ξk
vf,k

]
+ c

(i)
S , (25)

with the sampled parameters Q
(i)
S := QS

(
w(i)

)
, q

(i)
S,k :=

qS,k
(
w(i)

)
, and c

(i)
S := cS

(
w(i)

)
defined in the Appendix.

Based on Navg uncertainty samples w(i), the sample-
average cost function that approximates (7) then results in

Ĵ (ξk, vf,k) =

∥∥∥∥[ ξk
vf,k

]∥∥∥∥2
Q̂S

+ 2q̂⊤
S,k

[
ξk
vf,k

]
+ ĉS, (26)

where ĉS := (1/Navg)
∑Navg

i=1 c
(i)
S is a constant term that can

therefore be neglected in the optimization, and the weights
Q̂S := (1/Navg)

∑Navg

i=1 Q
(i)
S , q̂S,k := (1/Navg)

∑Navg

i=1 q
(i)
S,k.



D. Control Algorithm

Based on the reformulated constraints (21), (23) and cost
(26), the OCP of the proposed predictive controller is

minimize
vf,k

Ĵ (ξk, vf,k) (27a)

s.t. col (ξk, vf,k) ∈ Ck ∩ CR
k , (27b)

where the constraint sets Ck, CR
k are adapted over time k

based on the rescaled SASs as in Algorithm 1. The implicit
control law associated with OCP (27) reads as κ (ξk) :=
u∗
k = v∗

0|k+Kξk, where v∗
0|k is the first input of the optimal

input vector v∗
f,k. The overall algorithm of the proposed

controller is summarized in Algorithm 2, split into an offline
(before control) and online (during control) phase.

Algorithm 2 Adaptive Stochastic Predictive Control
Offline Phase:

1: Retrieve an initial input-output data trajectory from sys-
tem (1) that satisfies Assumption 3.

2: Compute the initial set of system matrices A0 (15).
3: Determine a stabilizing feedback gain K.
4: Construct suitable SASs for the constraint sets and com-

pute the initial constraint set C0 (21) via Algorithm 1.
5: Determine the initial RCI set C∞

ξ,0 and compute the
corresponding first-step constraint CR

0 (23).
6: Determine the weights of the cost function (26).

Online Phase: for all k ≥ 0:
7: Construct the current extended state ξk from the most

recent past Tp input-output measurements.
8: Solve the OCP (27) to retrieve v∗

0|k.
9: Apply the input u∗

k = v∗
0|k +Kξk to the system.

10: Adapt the set of system matrices Ak+1 via (16).
11: Obtain Ỹk+1,l, Ũk+1,l, l ∈ NTf−1

0 using Algorithm 1.
12: Compute adapted constraint sets Ck+1 (21), CR

k+1 (23)
based on Ak+1, Ỹk+1,l, Ũk+1,l, l ∈ NTf−1

0 .

E. Control-theoretic Properties

In the following, we present control theoretic properties
of the proposed controller, enabled by the robust first-step
constraint (23) as commonly used in the related literature,
e.g., [6], [16], [17]. As a novel contribution, we show that
the guarantees are preserved despite the adaptation scheme.

Theorem 1 (Recursive Feasibility) Let Fk (ξk) be the set
of all feasible input sequences for the OCP (27) at time step k
and the corresponding extended state ξk, i.e.,

Fk (ξk) =
{
vf,k

∣∣ col (ξk, vf,k) ∈ Ck ∩ CR
k

}
. (28)

For every realization of dk ∈ D, it holds that Fk (ξk) ̸=
∅ =⇒ Fk+1 (ξk+1) ̸= ∅ under the proposed control law.

Proof: By robustness of the first-step constraint (23),
col (ξk, vf,k) ∈ CR

k implies ξk+1 ∈ C∞
ξ,k. As C∞

ξ,k ⊂
{ξ |Fk (ξ) ̸= ∅}, Ck ⊆ Ck+1 , and Ak+1 ⊆ Ak hold by
construction, we have CTf ,k ⊆ CTf ,k+1 and thus C∞

ξ,k ⊆
C∞

ξ,k+1 ⊂ {ξ |Fk+1 (ξ) ̸= ∅}, concluding the proof.

Note that, as Ck ⊆ Ck+1 and C∞
ξ,k ⊆ C∞

ξ,k+1 hold by
design, recursive feasibility is preserved even if the constraint
sets are not adapted at every time step.

Corollary 1 (Closed-loop Constraint Satisfaction) For
ξ0 ∈ C∞

ξ,0, the closed-loop system under the proposed
control law satisfies the output chance constraint (5a) with
confidence β and the input constraints (5b) for all k ≥ 0.

Proof: For ξ0 ∈ C∞
ξ,0, a feasible pair col (ξ0, vf,0) ∈ C0

exists. Theorem 1 and the constraint v0|k +Kξk ∈ U ⊂ Ck

yield satisfaction of the input constraint (5b) in closed-loop.
Furthermore, by design of the constraint sets, it holds that
Ck ⊆ Ỹk,0 and Ỹk,0 ⊆ YP

k,0 with probability 1 − β. Thus,
the chance constraint (5a) is satisfied with confidence β for
all feasible col (ξk, vf,k) ∈ Ck, k ≥ 0, which is sufficient
for closed-loop chance constraint satisfaction.

F. Discussion on Computational Aspects

As highlighted in Algorithm 2, the proposed scheme is
split into an offline and online phase. The offline phase
consists of computationally heavy tasks such as the design
of the candidate SAS sets that are used for chance constraint
approximation, and the computation of the (maximal) RCI
subset C∞

ξ,0 for the first-step constraint (23). For the online
phase, the complexity of the OCP (27) — a quadratic pro-
gram — is determined by the chosen SASs. The adaptation
of the constraint sets (21) via probabilistic scaling consists
of a series of linear programs, one for each step of the
horizon if both the vertex and half-space representation of
the SASs are known. Updates of the RCI subset C∞

ξ,k and
the subsequent first-step constraint (23) are typically more
expensive. Alternatively to a full recomputation of the RCI
subset, one can choose C∞

ξ,k+1 := µkC∞
ξ,k as C∞

ξ,k is a (non-
maximal) RCI subset of CTf ,k+1 due to Ck ⊆ Ck+1, with
scaling factor µk ≥ 1 such that µkC∞

ξ,k is still contained
in CTf ,k+1 [25, Theorem 6]. The largest possible µk can
be determined via a series of linear programs. In contrast,
the SAS shapes cannot easily be updated without losing
recursive feasibility, since containment is then no longer
guaranteed solely by non-decreasing scaling factors.

In practice, adapting some of the above mentioned sets at
each time step may likely be too costly. However, by design,
all theoretical properties are still valid if updates occur in
asynchronous fashion, i.e., at irregular user-specified inter-
vals. For example, a separate machine or external platform
may inject new constraints (based on the latest batch of data)
into the control algorithm whenever processing is finished.

A direct adaptation of the set of system matrices Ak

using (16) can lead to unbounded growth of set complexity
in terms of linear inequalities. However, at the cost of
additional conservatism, an over-approximation of Ak with
fixed complexity can be employed [12]. For the sets that are
computed offline, redundant constraints should be removed
[17]. In order to generate the required samples from arbitrary
distributions supported by polytopic sets, one can employ
rejection sampling [22] or Hit-and-Run algorithms [26].



TABLE I
SAS COMPLEXITY AND COMPUTATION TIME OF SAS SCALING

Prediction stage l 0 1 2 3 4
#vertices 248 1 144 5 088 10 980 21 814

#half-spaces 74 142 240 232 208
Mean (in ms) 0.80 1.90 5.30 14.92 32.94

Standard dev. (in ms) 0.56 0.81 1.32 2.06 3.66

IV. NUMERICAL EVALUATION

In this section, we evaluate the proposed adaptive control
scheme on an example system in simulation.

A. Simulation Setup

The considered system represents a linearized DC-DC
converter [27], which follows the dynamics from (2) with

Φ =

[
4.798 1 0.008
0.115 −0.143 0.996

]
, Ψ = 0, (29)

and Tp = 1. The parameters of the polytopic input and output
constraint sets (5) are defined as Gu = col (Im,−Im),
gu = 0.2 · 12m, Gy = col (Ip,−Ip), gy = 3 · 12p. The
disturbance is bounded by the polytopic support set (6)
with Gd = col (Ip,−Ip), gd = 12 ⊗

[
0.1 0.05

]⊤
, and

is uniformly distributed within the bounds.
The initial input-output data trajectory (see Assumption 3)

is retrieved by applying random admissible inputs for T = 15
time steps. For the cost function (7), we choose a prediction
horizon of Tf = 5 and the weighting matrices R = 1,
Q =

[
col (1, 0) col (0, 100)

]
. The feedback gain K is

determined as K =
[
−0.901 −0.202 0.138

]
using the

vertices of (15), see [6]. The candidate SASs are constructed
by using 1 000 to 5 000 “design” samples (see Sec. III-B);
the total number of vertices and half-space inequalities of
the SASs per prediction stage are listed in Table I. For the
constraint sampling (see Algorithm 1), we choose the risk
parameter ε = 0.1 and confidence level β = 10−3.

The control goal is to track a square-wave output reference
trajectory yref

k , oscillating between col (0, −3) and col (0, 3)
every 50 time steps. The system is initialized at ξ0 = 0, and
Tsim = 150 control iterations are performed. We adapt the
constraint set Ck via Algorithm 1 in every time step. The
RCI set C∞

ξ,k for the first-step constraint (23) is rescaled at
every 10 time steps and fully recomputed only once at time
step k = 80 (see discussion in Section III-F).

B. Simulation Results

We compare the proposed adaptive approach to the corre-
sponding non-adaptive scheme with same initial data. Sim-
ulations are carried out in MATLAB on an AMD Ryzen 5
Pro 3500U with quadprog solving the OCP (27).

Fig. 1 depicts the closed-loop output trajectories for 100
runs subject to random disturbances. Compared to the non-
adaptive scheme, the proposed adaptive scheme is able to
drive the system outputs closer to the bounds after obtaining
more data from the system, leading to an increased control
performance over time. To depict the adaptation of constraint
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Fig. 1. Closed-loop output trajectories for reference tracking. The output
constraints are depicted as black dashed lines and the output reference yref

k
is depicted in red. (NA: Non-adaptive scheme; A: Adaptive scheme)
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Fig. 2. Mean evolution of the scaling factors σ∗
k,l for output ε-CSS

approximation Ỹk,l following Algorithm 1.

sets, Fig. 2 shows the mean evolution of the scaling factors
for the output ε-CSS approximation as new data stream
in. When comparing Fig. 1 and Fig. 2, one can see that
the performance of the proposed controller is not directly
linked to the increase of the scaling factors; the adapted
constraint sets enable an increase in control performance
once the RCI set is adapted (e.g., rescaling at k = 10 and
recomputation at k = 80). Table I provides the mean and
standard deviation of computation times for rescaling the
SASs of every prediction stage. The mean computation time
for solving OCP (27), rescaling the RCI set, and recomputing
the RCI set is 1.82ms, 426.78ms, and 19.95 s, respectively.

At last, we compute the total tracking cost
over the full simulation time for both methods as
Jtot =

∑Tsim

k=0

(∥∥yk − yref
k

∥∥2
Q
+ ∥uk∥2R

)
. The non-

adaptive scheme results in an average total cost of 49 594,
while the adaptive scheme results in an average total cost of
41 512, leading to an improvement of 16.30% in average.

V. CONCLUSION

We proposed an adaptive output-feedback predictive con-
trol scheme for constrained linear systems with unknown pa-
rameters subject to bounded probabilistic disturbances. Input-
output data map the distributional knowledge of the distur-
bance to a distribution over the system parameters, with an
adaptive support set based on set membership identification.
A probabilistic scaling approach based on samples from the
set of system parameters and future disturbances allows for



adaptive deterministic approximations of chance constraints,
which can be efficiently performed online. In simulation, the
proposed adaptive controller quickly improves beyond the
equivalent controller solely based on the initial data. At the
cost of rescaling or recomputing a robust control invariant set
that enables recursive feasibility and closed-loop constraint
satisfaction, the control performance is further improved.

Left open in this work is the analysis of possible conver-
gence properties of the closed-loop system and convergence
of the set of system parameters as in [13]. Other interesting
directions for future research are adaptation of SAS shapes
while preserving recursive feasibility, and recursive feasibil-
ity guarantees without the use of computationally demanding
robust control invariant sets.

APPENDIX

For the parameters that are specified in the following, we
omit the dependency on w = {Φ, Ψ, df,k} to simplify
notation. The parameters of the predictors (13b), (13c) are
retrieved by explicitly solving the dynamics (2) with the input
decomposition (12) for the predicted output yl|k, extended
state ξl|k, and input ul|k, l ∈ NTf

0 . For l = 0, we have M ξ
0 =[

Inξ
0nξ×Tfm

]
, mξ

0 = 0, Mu
0 =

[
K Im 0m×(1−1)m

]
,

mu
0 = 0, My

0 =
[
Φcl Ψ 0p×(1−1)m

]
, and my

0 =[
Ip 0

]
df,k, with Φcl = Φ+ΨK. For l ∈ NTf

1 , we obtain

M ξ
l =

[
Ãl

cl Ωv
l

]
, mξ

l = Ωd
l df,k, (30a)

My
l = ΦclM

ξ
l +

[
0 ΨΘl,m

]
, my

l = mξ
l +Θl,pdf,k,

(30b)

Mu
l = KM ξ

l +
[
0 Θl,m

]
, mu

l = Kmξ
l , (30c)

with Ãcl = Ã+ B̃K and

Ωv
l =

[
Ãl−1

cl B̃ Ãl−2
cl B̃ · · · B̃ 0nξ×(Tf−l)m

]
, (31a)

Ωd
l =

[
Ãl−1

cl Ẽ Ãl−2
cl Ẽ · · · Ẽ 0nξ×(Tf−l)p

]
, (31b)

Θl,m =
[
0m×lm Im 0m×(Tf−l−1)m

]
. (31c)

By concatenating the stage-wise predictors (30), we obtain
the cost parameters for the reformulated cost function (25):

QS = M⊤
y Q̃My +M⊤

u R̃Mu, (32a)

qS,k = M⊤
y Q̃yref

k
+M⊤

u R̃uref
k , (32b)

cS = m⊤
y Q̃my +m⊤

u R̃mu, (32c)

with the multi-step predictor parameters My =
col

(
My

0 , . . . , M
y
Tf−1

)
, my = col

(
my

0, . . . , m
y
Tf−1

)
,

Mu = col
(
Mu

0 , . . . , M
u
Tf−1

)
, and mu =

col
(
mu

0 , . . . , m
u
Tf−1

)
. Note that for qS,k we neglected

terms involing df,k due to its i.i.d. and zero-mean properties.
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framework with application to autonomous space maneuvers,” IEEE
Transactions on Control Systems Technology, vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 388–
402, 2018.

[17] M. Lorenzen, F. Dabbene, R. Tempo, and F. Allgöwer, “Stochastic
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